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Current quantum devices suffer imperfections as a result of fabrication, as well as noise and
dissipation as a result of coupling to their immediate environments. Because of this, it is often
difficult to obtain accurate models of their dynamics from first principles. An alternative is to extract
such models from time-series measurements of their behavior. Here, we formulate this system-
identification problem as a polynomial optimization problem. Recent advances in optimization have
provided globally convergent solvers for this class of problems, which using our formulation prove
estimates of the Kraus map or the Lindblad equation. We include an overview of the state-of-the-art
algorithms, bounds, and convergence rates, and illustrate the use of this approach to modeling open
quantum systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum technologies [1, 2], which rest on the ability
to actively control microscopic systems and exploit their
unique quantum mechanical features, have the potential
for high impact in a number of different fields; from preci-
sion sensing [3–5] and communication [6, 7], to encryption
[8] and very prominently quantum computing [1, 9, 10].
The extreme sensitivity of quantum effects to their im-
mediate environment, combined with the exquisite con-
trol required to exploit these effects, necessitates accurate
dynamical modeling. However, fabrication imperfections
and the complex nature of the environment often make it
impossible to obtain an accurate dynamical description
from first principles. Because of this, one must determine
a sufficiently accurate model from measurements of the
quantum system. In machine learning and control engi-
neering, this task is referred to as system identification
[11].

In the quantum technology community, system identi-
fication tools are used to better understand, characterize,
and benchmark quantum devices, and in certain contexts
are referred to as quantum process tomography [1, Chap-
ter 8]. More precisely, the goal of quantum process to-
mography is to reconstruct a description of a quantum
process from the measurement outcomes of the expec-
tation values of certain operators, which are sampled
uniformly. The measurements fed into the SID algo-
rithms can be obtained in a number of different ways.
Most often, they are given as the outputs of quantum
state tomography, where one usually prepares or initial-
izes several identical copies of the input quantum states
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(probe states) ρ0, which evolve according to some un-
known quantum process P which is sampled and results
in measuring expectation values 〈Oi〉 with respect to a
complete set of Hermitian operators {Oi}, see Fig. 1. In
this way, one can reconstruct the evolved state which will
be used in the quantum system identification algorithms
[1].

Several methods have been developed for identifying
quantum systems in various contexts [12–23] including
approaches based on active learning [24]. These ap-
proaches may involve starting the system from a set of
initial states and then making measurements at a given
final time, with the purpose of determining the linear
map from the initial to the final time. Here, we are also
interested in obtaining the dynamical equations of mo-
tion for the system. Without an interaction with the
environment, the quantum evolution is completely cap-
tured by the Hamiltonian H of the system. When there
is an environmental component, the system is referred to
as being “open” and the evolution is given by a “mas-
ter equation” whose form is constrained by the need to
conserve the trace and positivity of the density matrix
ρ. The first constraint is particularly important since
the preservation of the unit trace of the density matrix
in particular is important because it implies the proba-
bility preservation of the quantum system. However, in
numerical integration schemes the requirements for pos-
itivity are slightly relaxed, due to the nature of these
numerical methods and due to the dissipative nature of
open quantum systems.

In the references cited above, mainly closed (Hamil-
tonian) quantum systems were considered. However, es-
pecially in the NISQ era of quantum technologies [25],
noise is abundant. In practice, a quantum device is never
completely isolated. Thus, one has to identify the open
quantum systems [1, 26, 27].

Several methods have been proposed to determine mas-
ter equations of open quantum systems from time-series
data. For example, Zhang and Sarovar drew on the lin-
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ear system identification theory to create a method for
obtaining parameters of parametrized Hamiltonians and
master equations from time-series [28]. McCauley et al.
used a linear SID method to obtain minimal models of
open systems [29]. The core element of these methods is
the singular value decomposition of a matrix constructed
from the data.

More recently, Samach et. al. [20] designed a technique
for extracting the Hamiltonian, jump operators, and cor-
responding decay rates in open quantum systems, with
the aim of characterizing superconducting qubit plat-
forms. Closely related to the current paper is the work
of Xue et. al. [21] who proposed a method for obtaining
parametrized master equations for open quantum sys-
tems based on the following steps: (1) Collect time series
measurements DN of the evolution of the density ma-
trix of the system of interest. (2) Define a parametrized
model for the system and estimate the evolution. (3) De-
fine a cost function and optimize it taking into account
possible constraints. Update the parameters accordingly.
(4) If the error satisfies the desired criteria, stop. Oth-
erwise, adjust the model accordingly. The algorithms
of both Samach et. al. and Xue et. al. concern open
quantum systems with Markovian dynamics, which are
described by the master equation in terms of the Lindb-
landian operator L (see Sec. II). In [20], maximum likeli-
hood estimation is used while [21] uses the full exponen-
tial of the Landbladian where after defining a cost func-
tion they apply a gradient step, where the gradient is with
respect to the parameters of the Hamiltonian. This pro-
cedure resembles common machine learning techniques
for recovering the dynamics of open quantum systems,
e.g. [30].

In this paper, we assume an open quantum system
with both arbitrary dissipative dynamics described by
Kraus operators and Markovian dynamics described by
a Lindbland master equation. We use time series DN

as obtained, e.g., by quantum state tomography. How-
ever, with the aim of being as generic as possible, we
chose not to parametrize the Hamiltonian of the system,
leaving it arbitrary, as we do with the jump operators.
Furthermore, using certain approximations for the evo-
lution operator exp(L∆t), where ∆t is the chosen time
step, we can cast the problem as a polynomial optimiza-
tion problem, unlike previous approaches [20, 21]. This
is particularly important because

(1) Formulating the problem as a polynomial optimiza-
tion problem opens the door to utilizing methods
with proven guarantees of global asymptotic con-
vergence.

(2) Our numerical illustrations show that even quasi-
Newton methods on one of our formulations con-
verged in all 1.06× 103 tests carried out.

To appreciate the significance of point (2) above, con-
sider the fact that optimization algorithms based on first-
order methods, including the quasi-Newton ones utilized
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...

ρ(0)

ρ(0)

Tr(Oiρ(t))

Tr(Oiρ(t))
...

Tr(Oiρ(t))

Tr(Oiρ(t))
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FIG. 1. An unknown quantum process P characterizing some
device can be estimated and identified by making experiments
involving several copies of input states and collecting data on
the expectation values of certain operators Oi. The measured
data can be used in order to construct the empirical estimate
E[Oi] of the expectation value 〈Oi〉. For a closed quantum
system P is a unitary operator, while for an open system it
is assumed to correspond to a Hermitian matrix.

in the numerical illustration of this paper, are heuris-
tic, in the sense that they can diverge or converge to
arbitrarily poor solutions, when applied to a non-convex
optimization problem without further structure. There-
fore, no guarantees about their global convergence can
be provided. On the other hand, the semialgebraic sets
we consider in the polynomial optimization problems are
tame (definable in o-minimal structure, [31]) by defini-
tion. Recent studies [32] have shown certain first-order
methods to be well behaved when the graph of the func-
tion is tame [32]. This observation may be of independent
interest.

To appreciate the significance of point (1) above, note
that for a single formulation of the problem, multiple
methods without guarantees of global convergence may
produce multiple estimates of the open quantum system,
especially when starting from multiple initial solutions.
This has an impact on any subsequent uses of the esti-
mates. Consider, for example, the uses of the estimates
in quantum optimal control [33, 34]. An imprecise es-
timate of the open quantum system may lead to poor
quality control signals, which in turn lead to low-fidelity
2-qubit gates [35] or poor outcomes in the laser control
[36] of chemical reactions. In contrast, the guarantees of
global asymptotic convergence for the optimization over
semi-algebraic sets make it possible to obtain the best
possible estimates.

Notation

The imaginary unit is denoted as ı̊ :=
√
−1 while i

is reserved for the sample indexing of the measurement
time series DN . We denote by ‖A‖F :=

√
Tr(AA†) the

Frobenius norm of a matrix A, while by Â we denote the
estimate of A.



3

II. SET UP

Most often, one considers a quantum system of inter-
est composed of smaller subsystems. In general, the evo-
lution of this combined dissipative quantum system, in
state ρ, is described by a process P : ρ(0) → ρ(t) for-
mulated in terms of the CPTP Kraus map operator sum
representation [1]

ρ(t) =
∑̀
k=1

Ekρ(0)E†k. (1)

The operators {Ek}`k=1 are called Kraus operators and

satisfy the completeness relation
∑`

k=1E
†
kEk = 1 with

` ≤ n2 − 1. The process responsible for Eq. (1) is lin-
ear, preserves the trace and hermiticity, and corresponds
to a positive map. Additionally, the super-operator P,
also known as the process, can be considered as the car-
rier of noise due to the exchange of energy with the bath
surrounding the quantum system of interest. For the rea-
sons described in Sec. I, we are interested in algorithmic
procedures that identify such processes P.

A natural question to ask is whether P is identifiable
in the first place. This question motivated Wang et. al.
to define the notion of quantum identifiability [19] using
similarity transformations. However, this work focuses
on the case of continuous evolution. Practically, and as
will be described in the following, one can only work in
the discrete domain, that is, to consider the discrete-
time stroboscopic evolution of the open quantum system.
The notion of identifiability for this case is defined and
analyzed in [37].

Assuming that discrete quantum identifiability holds,
one can attempt to perform system identification of P for
open quantum systems by finding a set of Kraus opera-
tors {Êk}`k=1 modeling the dynamics of open quantum
systems, that is, they describe the evolution of the ini-
tial state ρ in the data DN . Here, Êk denote the search
variables that estimate Ek. Specifically, using state re-
construction techniques, such as quantum state tomog-
raphy, one can obtain empirical estimates of the state of
the total system at time t. When uniformly sampling
the process P a total N times such that t = N∆t, one
obtains a time series DN = {ρ(0), . . . ρ(N)}. For a given
time sample i, the evolution of ρ(i) by ∆t yields ρ(i+1),
i.e.,

P : ρ(i) 7→ ρ(i+1), (2)

for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .

III. SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION FOR THE
KRAUS-MAP

Given the description of the quantum open system as
described in Eq. (1), as well as the quantum identifia-
bility assumption, the task to be performed amounts to

finding the Kraus operators that recover the time evo-
lution of the density matrix that is closest to the data
DN , providing the best estimate for P. Given a single
input and output state, a natural formulation yields the
following optimization problem

minimize
Êk

∥∥∥∥∥∑̀
k=1

Êkρ(0)Ê
†
k − ρ(1)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

subject to
∑̀
k=1

Ê†kÊk = 1.

(3)

In this optimization problem, we have chosen as
an objective function the Frobenius norm between the
measured sample ρ0 and the estimated one ρ̂1 =∑`

k=1 Êkρ0Ê
†
k. Taking into account the time series DN

in its entirety, one generalizes the objective to

minimize
Êk

N−1∑
i=0

∥∥∥∥∥∑̀
k=1

Êkρ(i)Ê
†
k − ρ(i+1)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

subject to

∥∥∥∥∥∑̀
k=1

Ê†kÊk − 1
∥∥∥∥∥

2

F

= 0.

(4)

In closing this section, it is worth mentioning that an
approach to consider is to perform a linearization of the
system, similar to [19, 38]. In [37], starting from the
Kraus representation, a linearization of the discretized
system is considered to allow the reformulation of Prob.
(3) as a linear dynamical system, and it is shown that us-
ing noncommutative polynomial optimization, the prob-
lem can be attacked using a series of convergent relax-
ations. Furthermore, under certain tameness assump-
tions, as well as assumptions on the dimensions of the
density matrices, the problem can be attacked using stan-
dard gradient-like methods.

IV. SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION FOR
LINDBLAD MASTER EQUATIONS

For certain applications within quantum optics [39]
and cavity quantum electrodynamics [40], both being
very relevant as different approaches for current NISQ
and future FTEC quantum devices, as well as optome-
chanic applications [41], the Lindblad master equation
is a widely popular theoretical tool for modeling open
quantum system dynamics. The Lindblad equation (also
known as the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad
equation) [42, 43] reads

d

dt
ρ(t) = Lρ(t), (5)

where the Lindbladian operator is given as

L[ρ] =
ı̊

~
[H, ρ] +

∑̀
j=1

[
2AjρA

†
j −

{
A†jAj , ρ

}]
, (6)



4

where H is the Hamiltonian and the set {Aj} are called
jump operators describing the dampening of the system.

Sections IV A and IV B below present two fundamen-
tally different ways of formulating the identification prob-
lem for Eq. (5) in terms of polynomial optimization.

A. The Padé method

Exponentiating the Lindblad operator (6) one obtains
the process mapping (2) such that the recorded time se-
ries DN can be written as

ρ(i+1) = e∆tLρ(i), i = 0, 1, . . . , N. (7)

In the context of the Lindblad master equation, there-
fore, identifying the process P amounts to recovering the
operators of the master equation that predict the evo-
lution of the open quantum system closest to the data.
In other words, in this context, identifying P amounts
to finding an estimate L̂ of the linear operator L that
fits the best with the data DN that correspond to the
evolution of the density matrix.

The exponent in Eq. (7) can be rewritten as

e∆tL =
1+ tanh(∆tL/2)

1− tanh(∆tL/2)
(8)

and by Taylor expanding tanh, one obtains the Padé ap-
proximation

e∆tL =
1+ ∆tL/2
1−∆tL/2 +O(∆t3), (9)

that can be used to linearize the problem of identifying P.
Note that this is equivalent to the 1st-order Padé approx-
imation [44] (closely related to the Cayley transform),
which explicitly preserves unitary in the case Aj = 0.
Linearization of the same problem is also considered in
[19] in the continuous case, as well as in [37] in the dis-
crete case, but in both cases approaching the problem
from the Kraus map perspective described in Section III.

Substituting the Padé approximation (9) into Eq. (7),
we obtain

(1−∆tL/2) ρ(i) = (1+ ∆tL/2)ρ(i−1) +O(∆t3),

which can be further simplified to

ρ(i) − ρ(0) −∆tL
[
ρ(i) + ρ(i−1)

2

]
= O(∆t3). (10)

Following the steps that led to the formation of
Prob. (4), up to O(∆t3) errors, the identification of Lind-
blandian (6) from the time-trace of density matrices DN

is reduced to the following unconstrained polynomial op-
timization problem

minimize
Aj , H

N∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥ρ(i) − ρ(i−1) −∆tL
[
ρ(i) + ρ(i−1)

2

]∥∥∥∥2

F

.

(11)

B. The integral method

A very different approach is obtained if the master
equation (5) is integrated over the time interval [t0, ti],

ρ(i) − ρ(0) =

∫ ti

t0

d

dt
ρ(t)dt =

∫ ti

t0

L[ρ(t)]dt

= L
[∫ ti

t0

ρ(t)dt

]
. (12)

The uniform discretization of the integration domain
[0, t], by sampling the process N times, yields the for-
mulation for the identification of Lindblandian (6) as the
following unconstrained polynomial optimization prob-
lem

minimize
Aj , H

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ρ(i) − ρ(0) − L
[∫ i∆t

0

ρ(t)dt

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

. (13)

Given the time series DN , the integral can be readily
evaluated, e.g., within O(∆t2) accuracy via the trape-
zoidal rule and within O(∆t4) accuracy via Simpson’s
rule. However, as will be shown in Sec. VI, despite the
fact that the Padé (11) has a lower asymptotic accu-
racy of O(∆t3) [45], in practice it outperforms Simpson’s
method.

V. SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION AS
POLYNOMIAL OPTIMIZATION

The formulations of the open system identification
problem above are natural and easy to interpret, but to
a non-expert, it may not be obvious how to solve those
problems. Crucially, the formulations of the problem of
Hamiltonian identification as in Probs. (4) and (11), (13)
correspond exactly to polynomial optimization problems,
which form one of the broadest classes of non-convex opti-
mization problems, for which we have (asymptotic) guar-
antees of convergence to the global optima.

While it is common to rely to first-order heuristic
methods, such as the gradient descent, this might not be
always sensible, especially if no tameness assumptions on
the algebraic structure of the feasible sets are made. In
such cases, one might run into common problems asso-
ciated with first-order methods, for example, suboptimal
solutions or divergence. Nevertheless, the global opti-
mum can be estimated to any precision using newly de-
veloped hierarchies of convexifications. The development
of such algorithms is a rapidly growing field. In Table I,
we summarize several such methods for solving polyno-
mial optimization methods as well as their convergence
guarantees. We provide an overview of the mathematical
structure of such globally convergent methods in the Sup-
plementary material. In particular, Appendix A presents
an overview of the state-of-the-art algorithms for solving
either Prob. (4), Prob. (11) or Prob. (13) using hierar-
chies of convexifications, which guarantee convergence to
global optima of polynomial optimization problems.
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Year Method Reference Convergence guarantees
1970 Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno Broyden et al. [46–49] None
2001 Moment/SOS Lasserre [50] and Parillo [51] Asymptotic
2006 Sparse variants of Moment/SOS Kojima et al. [52] and Lasserre [53, 54] Asymptotic
2016 Bounded-degree SOS (BSOS) Lasserre et al. [55] Asymptotic
2019 Nonnegative circuit polynomials Dressler et al. [56] Asymptotic
2018 Piece-wise linear approx. Long history [57] Asymptotic
2021 Lasserre’s spectral Lasserre [58] Bounded rate [59]
2021 Second-order-cone approx. (DSOS) Ahmadi and Majumdar [60] None [61]
2021 Relative-entropy relaxations Chandrasekaran et al. [62, 63] Asymptotic
2022 Using Putinar’s Positivstellensatz Roebers et al. [64] Asymptotic
2022 Quadrature-based methods Piazzon et al. [65–67] Bounded rate [67]

TABLE I. A selection of commutative polynomial optimization methods. See Table II for their implementations.

VI. COMPUTATIONAL ILLUSTRATIONS

To illustrate the identification methods presented in
Sects. III and IV, we run in total over 340 × 103 tests.
The statistics obtained are visualized in Fig. 2. For every
test, we i) randomly generate open quantum systems, ii)
obtain a time trace, iii) run a polynomial optimization
algorithm to identify a model from the time trace, and
finally, iv) compare the known system with the identified
model. Let us describe every stage of this pipeline in
detail.

To generate a time series DN of 2 × 2 density matri-
ces, we first randomly generate a Hamiltonian H, (using
the function rand herm from the Python library qutip
[68, 69]), an initial state ρexact

(0) (via qutip.rand dm), and

a non-Hermitian jump operator A1. Then, the Lindblad
master equation (5) and (6) (` = 1) is solved to generate a
time series of 50 density matrices using qutip.mesovle.
To mimic experimental noise, for each density matrix
ρexact of the time series, a random density matrix ρrand

is admixed as follows:

ρnoisy
(i) =(1− w)ρexact

(i) + wρrand
(i) , (14)

0 ≤ w < 1, i = 0, . . . , N,

to form the final time series DN (N = 49) that is then
used for identification. In Eq. (14), w is a mixing co-
efficient, which quantifies the magnitude of noise: The
higher w, the noisier the time series is. Note that by
construction ρnoisy

(i) is non-negative.

The polynomial objective functions (4), (11), (13) and
their gradients are computed from the time series DN by
using the Python library sympy [70].

First, we considered an encoding of the polynomial
optimization problems in ncpol2sdpa. However, the
size of the SDP instances would result in a vast car-
bon footprint. Therefore, the optimization was per-
formed using a local optimization method implemented
in scipy.optimize. In particular, we have used the im-
plementation of the basin-hopping algorithm [71] version
of the Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) quasi-
Newton method [46–49], which is the first row of Table I.
Essentially, this is a global stepping algorithm with local

minimization via a modified gradient descent.
Having solved the corresponding polynomial minimiza-

tion, we identify a model of the open quantum system.
To quantify the accuracy of the identification, we use the
minimum fidelity Fmin between the exact and identified
time series, which is calculated in two steps: First, the
backed-out model is used to propagate the known initial
condition ρnoisy

(0) to obtain the identified time series ρsid
(i) ,

i = 0, . . . , N , ρsid
(0) = ρnoisy

(0) . The index i labels the same

time moments here and in Eq. (14). Second, we evaluate
Fmin as

Fmin = min
i=0,...,N

F
(
ρexact

(i) , ρsid
(i)

)
, (15)

F
(
ρexact

(i) , ρsid
(i)

)
= Tr

√√
ρexact

(i) ρsid
(i)

√
ρexact

(i) . (16)

Figure 2 displays the minimum fidelity distribution for
the tests of (a) the Kraus map identification, the Lind-
blad master equation identification via (b) the Padé, (c)
trapezoidal, and (d) Simpson methods. The figure also
demonstrates the robustness to noise of the developed
methods.

It is noteworthy that the algorithm converged to the
minimum of the polynomial optimization problem for ev-
ery attempted test of the Kraus map identification prob-
lem (4) [Figs. 2(a)] as well as the Padé formulation (11) of
the Lindblad equation identification problem [Figs. 2(b)].
In contrast, the basin-hopping algorithm did not converge
in half of cases (irrespective of noise) for the integral for-
mulations of the trapezoid and Simpson integral formu-
lations (13) of the Lindblad equation identification prob-
lem. Hence, Figs. 2(c, d) visualize only the converged
tests.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have demonstrated globally convergent methods
for the estimation of Kraus maps and Lindblad master
equations directly from time series data by formulating
the problem as a polynomial optimization problem. We
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FIG. 2. Distributions of fidelity Fmin (15) for open quantum system identification as a function of the noise mixing coefficient
w (14). (w = 0 is the noiseless case.) (a) The fidelity distribution for the Kraus map identification method (4). The
fidelity distribution for the Lindblad master equation identification problem via (b) the Padé method (11) and the integral
formulation (13) where the integral is estimated via (c) the trapezoidal and (d) Simpson’s rules.

discussed in detail the benefits of the polynomial opti-
mization formulation and explained methods for obtain-
ing global optima. Improved estimates of models of open
quantum systems should, in turn, allow for improved
pulse shaping for 2-qubit gates [35] and improved error

cancellation [72].
Our work here starts with the results of quantum state

tomography. Instead, one could start at the readout-
pulse level [73] or with randomized measurements [23].
This seems to open up further important applications of
polynomial optimization in quantum information science.
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Appendix A: Polynomial optimization illustrated

In this section, we present a technical overview of the
state-of-the-art algorithms for solving polynomial opti-
mization problems, such as Prob. (4), Prob. (11) and
Prob. (13). Most of these approaches build up a hierar-
chy of relaxations, i.e., auxiliary problems whose objec-
tive functions monotonically increases and provides pro-
gressively improving lower bounds on the true objective
function. This can be interpreted as a procedure, where
one augments the search space in a way that convexifies
it and then step by step starts shrinking it again such
that at some point, the relaxations become sufficient to
extract the global optimizer, i.e., the solution which at-
tains the global optimum in terms of the objective func-
tion value. A crucial aspect of the approaches summa-
rized is the rate of growth of the (dimensions, numbers,
and dimension of constraints in the) relaxations within
the hierarchy and the rate of growth of the lower bounds
provided by the relaxations.

Broadly speaking, all of these approaches are based
on various Positivstellensätze to form the relaxations.
In real algebraic geometry, Positivstellensätze character-
ize polynomials that are positive on a semialgebraic set,
which can be thought of as real analogues of Hilbert’s
Nullstellensatz. (These are sometimes known as sum-of-
squares representation theorems.) Using Putinar’s Posi-
tivstellensatz [77], Lasserre obtained his original hierar-
chy, while others have used it to obtain the SOCP hierar-
chies [64]. Using Krivine–Stengle Positivstellensatz [78]
has yielded a linear programing hierarchy of historic im-
portance and the more recent BSOS hierarchy [55]. Us-
ing Schmüdgen’s Positivstellensatz [79], one be used to
obtain the SOCP hierarchy. Generally, each Positivstel-
lensatz can yield multiple hierarchies of relaxations of
various properties. See the Supplementary material for
further illustrations.

For example, let us consider the moment/SOS hier-

Environment Library Methods Solver

Python Irene [50, 51] DSDP5
ncpol2sdpa [50, 51] Mosek

Julia SumOfSquares.jl [50, 51] NAG
PolyJuMP.jl [50, 51] PENNON
TSSOS [75] PENLAB
CS-TSSOS [75, 76] COSMO

MATLAB YALMIP [50, 51] SDPNAL+
REPOP [62, 63] ECOS
SOSTOOLS [50, 51] SCS
SparsePOP [52–54] SDPA
GloptiPoly [50, 51] Sedumi

TABLE II. A small selection of available modeling languages
and SDP solvers. Note that most of the modeling languages
support multiple SDP solvers, although Sedumi, CDCS, and
SDPNAL+ are restricted to MATLAB environment. For fur-
ther relaxations, see Table I.

archy of semidefinite relaxations [50, 51] (see [80] for a
survey) are applied to polynomial optimization problems
such as Prob. (4). The idea behind moment/SOS relax-
ations is to use the so-called moment and localizing ma-
trices that, at each higher order, by appropriately ampli-
fying and essentially convexifying the search space, they
approximate better the actual non-convex problem one
is interested in solving. In particular, the moment/SOS
approaches of Lasserre and Parrilo are based on prob-
ability density measures M(Rn) and polynomials over
R[x], x ∈ Rn, respectively. In Prob. (4), one needs to
impose the Archimedean property [81], which states that
a semi-algebraic set K, defined as

K := {x ∈ Rn|pi(x) ≥ 0 and hj(x) = 0, ∀i, j} , (A1)

for polynomials {pi}mi=1 ∈ R[x] and {h}rj=1 ∈ R[x],
is associated with the quadratic module M(g;h) =
M (g1, . . . gm;h1, . . . , hr) ⊂ R[x], a subring of ∈ R[x]
defined as the set of polynomials that can be written in
the form

σ0 +

m∑
j=1

σj(x)pj(x) +

r∑
j=1

φj(x)hj(x)

where {σj}mj=0 ⊂ R[x] are sum-of-square polynomials
and {φ}rj=1 ⊂ R[x].

When dealing with the constrained Prob. (4), the
Archimedean condition must be assumed. This is, how-
ever, not the case with Prob. (11) and Prob. (13).

A graphical summary of the architecture of the Mo-
ment/SOS relaxation routines is provided in Figure 3.

Many extensions of the moment/SOS relaxations have
been developed, some of those as well other algorithmic
approaches are summarized in Table I.

For the benefit of practitioners, in Table I, we list a col-
lection of libraries for Python, Julia, and MATLAB that
implement the hierarchies of convexifications described
previously. These can be used in the context of open
quantum system identification to yield globally optimal
results. In the same table, we further list a small sub-
set of the publicly available solvers. Note that the last
column (Solver) is independent to the previous ones, in
the sense that the rows of the last column do not mean
there is a one-to-one correspondence with the row of the
previous columns.
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Non-convex matrix-
valued problem in
W ∈ Rn×n, with
rank(W ) = 1

reformulation Convex problem of mo-
ments in M(Rn)

reformulation
Polynomial optimiza-
tion problem (POP)
in Rn

Signomial optimiza-
tion in cones in Rn

reformulation

Truncated problem
of moments (TPM)

Sum-of-Squares
(SoS) relaxation

Relative entropy
(RE) relaxation

TPM 2nd moment
duality

SoS 1st degree 1st RE relaxation

TPM 4th moment
duality

SoS 2nd degree 2nd RE relaxation

...

TPM 2n-th moment
duality

...

SoS n-th degree

...

n-th RE relaxation

Relaxation order 1

Relaxation order 2

...

Relaxation order r

rank-1 to PSD

FIG. 3. A graphical summary of some of the reformulations of polynomial optimization and their relaxations: two columns
in the middle suggest the Moment/SOS hierarchy [50, 51], which is best known. To the right, the so called relative-entropy
relaxations [62, 63] based on the sums of arithmetic-geometric-exponentials (SAGE) decompositions. The bended arrows denote
inclusions. See Table I for further relaxations.
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